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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 This thesis provides original research on the state of New Media Digital 
Transmissions (NMDT) of live theater in the United States. Research was conducted 
using qualitative and quantitative methods including personal interviews with United 
States theatrical producers, performing arts union and guild representatives and 
writers as well as a survey of more than 45 American theater leaders. 
This research indicates that there will be more New Media Digital 
Transmission of professional
1
 American live theater in the future. Significant hurdles 
to producing NMDT exist including artistic objections, union constraints, lack of 
broadcast experience, copyright issues and technology and infrastructure costs. The 
most significant of these challenges are union constraints and high new media union 
fees, which limit broadcast theater experimentation and production by most 
professional American theaters. Lack of clear financial benefit is a key reason the 
industry is not putting significant energy or resources behind NMDT. Despite these 
challenges, over 80% of surveyed theater leaders believe that NMDT of professional 
live theater will become widely used in the United States in 10 years or less.
2
 Those 
beliefs, pioneer producers with NMDT successes, American theaters planning live 
                                                 
1
 The term “professional” commonly refers to theaters which operate under an Equity contract. 
However, many non-Equity theaters pay their artists and are considered professional by themselves 
and their communities. 
2
 Graph 13. 
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theater broadcasts and changes in performing arts union contracts suggest that more 
live American theater performances will be seen on screens of all sizes over the next 
decade. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
 
If I were running a nonprofit theatre right now, 
I would try to figure out with my artistic 
director how we would be participating in this 
moment of evolution. Something is clearly 
happening now. 
– Laura Penn, Executive Director, 
Stage Directors and Choreographers 
Society
3
 
 
Broadcasting live events has changed significantly. Over the last 10 years, the 
installation of high-definition digital projectors in cinemas and improvements in 
transmission technology have made possible extremely high-quality live cinema 
broadcasts of events.
4
 Widespread access to broadband internet and decreasing costs 
of equipment and bandwidth have made live-streaming of events over the internet 
more practical and common.
5
 These factors have fueled a global proliferation of 
digital broadcasts of live performing arts across media platforms including the 
cinema, television and the internet. There is not, however, a significant amount of 
professional U.S. live theater being broadcast.
6
 As live performing arts events are 
                                                 
3
 Mandell, Jonathan. "Putting the 'Theatre' in 'Movie Theatre'." American Theatre 28 (2011): 68. 
4
 Ibid., 69. 
5
 Mitchell, Karen. “Up with streaming.” Systems Contractor News 17 (2010): 5. 
6
 Less than 5% of theaters surveyed for this thesis had completed or were currently producing a live 
theater broadcast. See Graph 10. 
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being transmitted worldwide with critical and some financial success, it is important 
to understand why theaters in the United States are not producing more New Media 
Digital Transmissions (NMDT). 
 While many variations of broadcast theater exist, this paper is focused on 
video simulcasts and rebroadcasts of live theater captured in a performance space 
with a live audience, which are viewed in a cinema, on television or on the internet. 
High-profile examples of NMDT include National Theatre Live’s HD broadcast 
series in cinemas, YouTube's live internet streaming of Dustin Lance Black’s play 
“8” and MTV's broadcast of the Broadway musical Legally Blonde on television. 
Film adaptations of plays for the big or small screen like the 2008 film Doubt 
starring Meryl Streep or the 1993 television version of Gypsy starring Bette Midler 
and studio-style internet videos of plays such as those produced by Silk Road Rising 
are not the focus of this research. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 Stage plays appearing on the big and small screen is not new. The French 
company Film D’Art was founded in 1908 to capture major French stage productions 
on film and make them available to a wider audience. Although they lacked sound, 
filmed plays such as Camille and Queen Elizabeth starring Sarah Bernhardt were hits 
in the United States in 1912.
7
 In 1955, NBC broadcast the Broadway musical Peter 
                                                 
7
 Beaver, Frank. "Theater in the movie house." Michigan Today (2012), 
http://michigantoday.umich.edu/2012/03/ (accessed October 1, 2012). 
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Pan live and in color with Mary Martin and most of the original cast. This broadcast 
was so successful, NBC restaged it in 1956, and again in 1960.
8
 The television series 
Play of the Week on WNTA-TV in New York broadcast a series of plays mounted 
for television from 1959 to 1961.
9
 The producer of that series, Ely Landau, went on 
to found American Film Theater, which brought 14 plays to the big screen using a 
subscription series model with limited success.
10
 In none of these examples, 
however, were performances captured live in a theater with an audience. 
 Television has been the major medium on which to see live events or, 
beginning in the 1950’s, taped-to-air events.11 Television broadcasts of stage plays, 
however, did not become common. Though television adaptations of plays were 
common, poor video and audio quality, limited consumer demand and high cost did 
not favor television broadcasts of live theater. Even as picture quality improved, 
potential demand for live theater broadcasts was shrinking. According to the 
National Endowment for the Arts, the percentage of American adults who attended 
live theater, the most-likely potential audience for live theater broadcasts, decreased 
from 1982 through 2008 from 18.6 percent to 16.7 percent for musicals and from 
                                                 
8
 Friedman, Lester D. Second star to the right: Peter Pan in the popular imagination 
1977-. New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 2009, 243. 
9
 Gould, Jack. Watching television come of age: the New York Times reviews. Texas: University of 
Texas Press, 2002, 106. 
10
 Beaver, Frank. "Theater in the movie house." Michigan Today (2012), 
http://michigantoday.umich.edu. Web. Oct 1, 2012. 
11
 Marriott, Stephanie. Live television : time, space and the broadcast event. London, GBR: SAGE 
Publications Inc, 2007, 41. 
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11.9 percent to 9.4 percent for non-musical plays.
12
 Notable exceptions to this are the 
high-quality broadcasts of live theater on PBS’s Great Performances such as Anna 
Deavere Smith’s Let Me Down Easy (Arena Stage) and cable television broadcasts of 
Broadway solo shows such as Laurence Fishburne’s Thurgood (Booth Theater). 
 In the early 2000’smore artistically satisfying live transmissions became 
possible with the advent of high-definition transmissions of events to cinemas.
13
 This 
led to a variety of transmitted performing arts including dance, symphonic concerts, 
operas and plays. The Metropolitan Opera (Met) implemented the most successful 
NMDT program to date with its Live in HD simulcasts and rebroadcasts in cinemas: 
a logical evolution from its long-running Saturday matinee opera radio broadcasts. 
The Met’s Live in HD simulcasts utilize multiple high-definition cameras, state-of-
the-art sound and sophisticated cinematic direction to create a remarkably engaging 
viewing experience. The popularity of these broadcasts grew quickly. Live in HD 
now generates $11 million annual profit for the Met with more than three million 
simulcast tickets sold in the 2012 season.
14
 That is many times greater than the 
Metropolitan Opera’s annual live attendance and approaches half the collective 
2010-11 season live attendance (6.5 million
15
) of the entire membership of Opera 
America, excluding the Met. 
                                                 
12
 National Endowment for the Arts. 2008 survey of public participation in the arts. by Kevin 
Williams. Washington D.C.: 2009, 3. 
13
 Mandell, Jonathan. "Putting the 'Theatre' in 'Movie Theatre'." American Theatre 28 (2011): 67. 
14
 Clark, Andrew. "Venerable house expands into new arias; Peter Gelb, Metropolitan Opera general 
manager, has globalised its audience with 'Live in HD'. He talks to Andrew Clark." Financial Times 
Mar. 29, 2011, Academic OneFile. Web. Oct 15, 2012. 
15
 Kate Place, Research Manager, Opera America, email message to author, January 8, 2012. 
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 Nicholas Hytner of the National Theatre in London, UK, curious if the 
nuances of theatre could be transmitted as effectively as opera, launched the NT Live 
experiment in 2009 to transmit digital cinema broadcasts of the best of British 
theatre. The two year program was wildly popular and, by 2011, NT Live had 
broadcast 11 productions to more than 500,000 people in 400 cinemas in 22 
countries.
16
 
 The company By Experience was a pioneer in this arena having developed 
the satellite distribution network which enables the broadcasts of these live events. 
By Experience events include the Met’s Live in HD Series and the National 
Theatre’s NT Live Series. Additionally, with LA Theaterworks, By Experience 
coproduced the broadcast of Roundabout Theatre Company’s production of The 
Importance of Being Earnest,
17
 one of the few American productions which have 
been seen live in the cinema. 
 HD live transmission in the cinema is still prohibitively expensive for all but 
a few of the largest international performing arts companies.
18
 Right now, however, 
less expensive delivery channels are being used to broadcast live theater over the 
internet. Livestream, Vimeo and YouTube are just a few of the free or low-cost tools 
available to stream, package and show live events. Theaters like Nitro (United 
Kingdom) and On The Boards (Seattle, WA), arts institutions like The Kennedy 
                                                 
16
 Schutt, Becky. "Case study: National Theatre Live." FT.com (2011), ABI/INFORM Complete; 
ProQuest Research Library, Web. Oct. 17, 2012. 
17
 Mandell, Jonathan. "Putting the 'Theatre' in 'Movie Theatre'." American Theatre 28 (2011): 67. 
18
 NESTA. Digital broadcast of theatre - learning from the pilot season. London: NESTA, 2010. 
Web. November 29,2011. 50. 
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Center (Washington DC), and web-presenters like Virtual Arts TV (New York) all 
use online streaming platforms to broadcast live and captured-live events on the 
internet. The quality of the streamed product varies greatly and widespread viewing 
of this content is not currently a significant part of mainstream culture consumption. 
The most viewed live-theater internet stream to date is the star-studded YouTube 
broadcast of the play 8, which was streamed live on March 3, 2012.
19
 As of March 
17, 2013, the stream of 8 had been viewed almost 700,000 times. 
 The success of the Met’s Live in HD Series generated a tremendous amount 
of excitement, passion and press about broadcasting performing arts. Two studies 
have been published which primarily focus on audience reaction to HD cinema 
broadcasts.
20
 What is currently lacking is data about what theater leaders believe 
about New Media Digital Transmissions, whether or not they are planning to 
produce them, and what is getting in their way. That is the hole in the literature this 
research begins to fill. 
 
  
                                                 
19
 Tim Kenneally, “8 broadcast,” Calgary Herald, March 3, 2012. Drexel/Activa. Web. Nov. 4, 2012. 
20
 Opera America Magazine. “The Metropolitan Opera Live in HD: who attends, and why?” Opera 
America Magazine (Fall 2008); NESTA. Digital broadcast of theatre - learning from the pilot season. 
London: NESTA, 2010. 
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RESEARCH METHODS AND LIMITATIONS 
Limitations of this research include the personal biases of the people and 
organizations involved in the survey and interviews. The power of the survey data is 
limited by its sample size, and the interviews reflect the subjectivity of the 
interviewees. This paper attempts to mitigate these limitations by interviewing a 
diverse set of subject matter experts and by using a consistent set of questions in both 
the research surveys and the interviews. 
In the United States, the term “professional” commonly refers to theaters 
which operate under an Equity contract. However, many non-Equity theaters pay 
their artists and are considered professional by themselves and their communities. 
This research included non-Equity theaters in its definition of “professional”. 
In the survey, theaters were segmented by the size of their annual operating 
budgets. Given the large number of respondents with annual operating budgets up to 
$499,999, it would have been helpful to further segment that range. 
This thesis addresses New Media Digital Transmission of professional 
American live theater. This is not meant to indicate that there is more NMDT going 
on outside the United States than inside. While that may be the case, the scope of this 
research was limited to the major stakeholders in the United States commercial and 
nonprofit theater industry and attempted to ascertain U.S. theater interest in 
producing broadcast theater and challenges unique to the U.S. environment. 
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THESIS STATEMENT 
This research indicates that there will be more New Media Digital 
Transmission (NMDT) of professional American live theater in the future. 
Significant hurdles to NMDT exist including artistic objections, union constraints, 
lack of broadcast experience, copyright issues, and technology and infrastructure 
costs. According to surveyed theaters and producers who are planning or have 
finished an NMDT, the most significant challenges are union constraints and high 
new-media union fees, which limit broadcast theater experimentation and 
production.
21
 Lack of clear financial benefit is a key reason the industry is not 
putting significant energy or resources behind NMDT. Despite these hurdles, over 
80% of surveyed theater leaders believe that NMDT of professional live theater will 
become widely used in the United States in 10 years or less.
22
 Those beliefs, pioneer 
producers with NMDT successes, American theaters planning live theater broadcasts 
and changes in performing arts union contracts suggest that more live American 
theater performances will be seen on screens of all sizes over the next decade. 
 
  
                                                 
21
 Graphs 6a and 6b. 
22
 Graph 13. 
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CHAPTER 2 – PRIMARY RESEARCH AND COMMENTARY 
PART ONE: SURVEY 
 
 This survey about NMDT of live theater in the United States was conducted 
using the online tool Survey Monkey between September 19 and November 13, 
2012. The survey was disseminated through channels and organizations including 
Theatre Communications Group and the National Alliance for Musical Theatre. 
Fifty-three respondents began the survey with 47 finishing (89%). These results 
include the responses of survey completers only. 
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RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
 Survey respondents came from 14 different states with almost half of them 
from Illinois (23) and almost a fifth of them from New York (9).
23
 The large number 
of respondents from Illinois reflects the thesis author being active in the Chicago 
theater scene and promoting the survey to the membership of the League of Chicago 
Theaters. 
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 Graph 1. 
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The survey was targeted toward theater leaders such as Artistic Directors, 
Executive Directors and Managing Directors.
24
 Some responses were received from 
theater-related organizations and from respondents not in top leadership positions; 
those responses were included in the data and analysis. 
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Respondents’ theaters and organizations ranged from very small to very large 
with annual operating budgets ranging from less than $500,000 to greater than $10 
million.
25
 Given the large number of respondents with annual operating budgets up 
to $499,999, it would have been helpful to further segment that range in the survey. 
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 Graph 3. 
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More than half of survey respondents operate under contracts from Actors’ 
Equity Association (AEA), the union for professional actors and stage managers.
26
 
Respondents utilizing AEA actors employed a wide range of contracts from Small 
Professional Theater (SPT) to League of Resident Theaters (LORT) to the Broadway 
Production contract. 
 
  
 The survey asked the respondents about their opinions and experiences 
regarding NMDT of professional live theater. The term “professional” commonly 
refers to theaters which operate under an Equity contract. However, many of the non-
Equity respondents are theaters who pay their artists and are considered professional 
by themselves, their communities and their patrons. This point was not discussed in 
survey materials, so the respondents’ personal attitudes about what constitutes 
professional theater would have informed their answers.  
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 Graph 4. 
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RESPONDENT EXPERIENCE WITH AND ATTITUDES TOWARD NEW MEDIA 
DIGITAL TRANSMISSION OF LIVE THEATER 
 
 More than half of the 47 respondents indicated that they were for NMDT, 
four were against and the remaining 17 were neutral.
27
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 Graph 5. 
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Respondents were asked: What do you feel is the biggest hurdle to 
implementation of New Media Digital Transmission of theater in the United States? 
Choices were: union constraints, technology and infrastructure costs, artistic 
concerns, lack of interest/demand, other (please specify).The answer order was 
randomized and respondents could only choose one answer. More than 20% of 
respondents chose artistic concerns, more than 20% chose union constraints, and 
more than 20% chose technology and infrastructure costs as the biggest hurdle to 
NMDT with artistic concerns chosen the most.
28
 Those who answered “other” had a 
variety of concerns including securing author rights, fear of piracy and – from an 
arts-in-schools organization – fear that their services would be digitally outsourced. 
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 Artistic concerns ranged from the visual quality of streamed images to 
philosophical concerns about the unique quality of a live theater experience. Artistic 
concerns were almost absent, however, among those who were “for” NMDT (26 
respondents) and among those who were either planning an NMDT in the future or 
had already produced one (16 respondents).
29
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 Graphs 6b and 6c. 
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 Though artistic concerns are significant overall, it is important to note that 
those respondents most likely to produce and support NMDT believe that union 
constraints and technology and infrastructure costs are the biggest hurdle.  
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Graph 6c - Biggest Hurdle to NMDT 
(NMDT planners/producers) 
18 
 
 18 
 When asked if they believe that widespread NMDT of live theater would 
increase, decrease or neither increase nor decrease live (physically present) 
audiences at their theater, almost half of respondents felt that it would have no effect 
on their audience.
30
 40% felt it would increase live audiences. 
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 19 
When asked the same question about widespread NMDT’s effect on 
audiences nationwide, over 50% of respondents felt that audiences would increase 
overall.
31
 
 
 
 
 These results reflect the respondents’ beliefs. Studies of both the National 
Theatre’s NT Live series in cinemas and the Metropolitan Opera’s Live in HD cinema 
series find that audiences who attend NMDT claim that they are more likely to attend 
live performance events in the future.
32
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 Graph 8. 
32
 NESTA. Digital broadcast of theatre - learning from the pilot season. London: NESTA, 2010. 
Web. November 29, 2011. 6.;Opera America Magazine. “The Metropolitan Opera Live in HD: who 
attends, and why?” Opera America Magazine (Fall 2008). 39. 
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 When asked if they believed that infrastructure and technology costs 
associated with broadcast theater would be attainable for their theater, almost 70% of 
respondents indicated that those costs would be out of reach.
33
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 Graph 9. 
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When asked if they had plans to produce or had produced a New Media 
Digital Transmission of live theater, over 60% of respondents answered that they had 
no current plans for an NMDT.
34
 Ten respondents are considering implementing 
broadcast theater someday, two respondents are actively planning one in the next one 
to three seasons and four respondents are currently in production for or have 
completed an NMDT. 
 
 
  
 Given the small number of American theater New Media Digital 
Transmissions to date, there was a surprisingly high number of respondents (10) who 
answered that they were planning to implement broadcast live theater someday. This 
data supports the idea that NMDT of live theater in the United States will increase in 
the future. Over 34% of survey respondents (16) have plans to produce an NMDT 
someday, are actively planning one in the next one to three seasons, are currently in 
production for or have completed one. 
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 Graph 10. 
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 Almost 70% of respondents believe that fewer than 25% of theater consumers 
would pay to view streamed live theater on the internet.
35
 Over 25% of respondents 
believe that between 25% and 49% of theater consumers would pay. 
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When respondents were asked how they use streaming internet video (live or 
recorded) for promotional purposes, they were able to check all answers that applied. 
Over 75% of respondents use streaming internet video for promotional production 
trailers and over 70% of respondents use streaming internet video for artist or staff 
interviews.
36
 Respondents who chose “Other” use internet video for a variety of 
purposes including dramaturgy, company photos, fundraising, general institutional 
promotion and live event streaming. Just over 10% of respondents do not use 
promotional internet video at all. 
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 Graph 12. 
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 With so many respondents already utilizing promotional video as an online 
commercial, more theaters may want to produce NMDT if the broadcasts are shown 
to be effective promotional tools for a production or a property. The fear in the 
industry is that if someone can see a performance online or in the cinema, that they 
will stop coming to the bricks-and-mortar institution.
37
 Studies by the Met and by the 
National Theatre, however, show that those who see their HD cinema broadcasts are 
more likely to see a live performance either at that institution or elsewhere.
38
 In an 
interview with commercial producer Sue Frost later in this thesis, she characterizes 
the HD cinema broadcast of the Broadway musical Memphis as the “best possible 
commercial” for the Memphis brand. Though she has not yet made a profit on the 
broadcast, which is now also available on DVD and as a digital download, she feels 
that she will eventually, and that the broadcast is opening up global licensing 
opportunities which will lead to new revenue for the brand. 
  
  
                                                 
37
 James Ludwig, interview by author, by phone, May 27, 2012. 
38
 Opera America Magazine. “The Metropolitan Opera Live in HD: who attends, and why?” Opera 
America Magazine (Fall 2008); NESTA. Digital broadcast of theatre - learning from the pilot season. 
London: NESTA, 2010. 
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When asked how soon they believe NMDT of professional live theater will 
become widely used in the United States, over 50% of respondents chose “6-10 
years,” almost 25% of respondents chose “5 years or less,” and almost 20% of 
respondents chose “Never.”39 
 
 
 
 These respondents overall have an optimistic view of the future of NMDT of 
live theater in the United States. Despite their concerns over artistic considerations, 
cost and union constraints, 34% of survey respondents (16) either have plans to 
produce an NMDT someday, are currently in production for one or have completed 
one. More than 80% of respondents believe that NMDT of professional live theater 
will be widespread in 10 years or less. 
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RESPONDENT COMMENTS 
 
 At the end of the survey, respondents were asked if there was anything else 
they would like to share. Their answers fell into several categories. Many of the 
comments were negative ones about New Media Digital Transmission not being live. 
 
1. “I still believe there is something really valuable in having the audience and 
the company in the same room.” 
2. “I also believe that, with live broadcast, it is very difficult to achieve the 
intended artistic results of the work, which could make filming and 
distribution very difficult.” 
3. “Its utility is limited to special events, e.g. limited runs, or star performers. 
Then it serves as a taste of what the live theater experience could be. But 
theater broadcast is no longer theater - it is a TV show / YouTube video.” 
4. “I believe that well crafted theatre is about being present in the space and 
won't translate to a different medium without, essentially, a television 
director. What we are selling is an experience that exists in space and time 
and is (or should be) created specifically for that space by an artistic team. By 
changing the medium, we diminish the value of our most unique selling 
point: live art.” 
5. “I feel to some degree, despite some of it being streamed live, it still 
effectively reduces a live theatrical performance to a film or televised 
broadcast, removing perhaps one of the most important and certainly one of 
the most unique things about it: it's a live performance in front of an audience 
of people who are in the same room (theater) with the performers.” 
6. “The NMDT experience is one of a substitute. But it does not compare to 
actual theatre. The power of theatre is rooted in the dynamic which exists 
between live audiences and live actors. The audience’s response during the 
production actually change the production itself and become part of the 
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event. This is very easy to understand if you think about a comedy and the 
variances created by the laughter of the audience, or lack thereof, from 
moment to moment and line to line. One audience will create an entirely 
different "event" from that of a subsequent audience.” 
Others were positive about NMDT because it is a new form. 
 
1. “NMDT opens new modes of collaboration between artists; new experiences 
for audiences; and broadens the possibilities for what we consider theatre.” 
2. “This type of theater is different than just broadcasting a normal live 
performance or broadcasting an edited version. It is a whole new animal.” 
3. “The audience experience is considerably different from a live, same room 
event and watching it in the comfort of your home. It's not wrong or bad, but 
rather it's a different form of entertainment, not live theatre.” 
 
Some were supportive of NMDT for purposes of marketing, education, access and 
new play development. 
 
1. “I ultimately think NMDT could be a great marketing tool, but I've long been 
critical of watching theatre on screen. Top line video production can make a 
difference, but the in-person experience is what makes it theatre. Theatre on 
video goes against the very equilibrium of the form. However, it could 
increase patronage in terms of giving a preview of a company's work.” 
2. ”I'm sure NMDT will be a benefit to underserved communities.” 
3. “I would be very interested to see how this plays out for the school systems 
across the nation.” 
28 
 
 28 
4. “I'm very interested in how this turns out. Especially in regards to new work 
and if it would be possible to shrink development costs by using video 
technology to host readings/workshops across the country.”40 
 
Others felt there is no demand for NMDT or that it could destroy future live 
audiences. 
 
1. “It’s a supply and demand issue. I don't think there will be significant 
demand for live streaming of theater because if you want to watch something 
on a screen you would just watch a movie.” 
2. “Our current audience is unlikely to give up the live experience, but I fear 
future audiences coming from a more techno-childhood, could bypass the live 
experience entirely.” 
 
RESPONSES OF THOSE “FOR” NMDT OF LIVE THEATER 
 
 There were 26 respondents who answered that they were, in general, "for" 
NMDT of live theater. These 26 respondents were from organizations with annual 
revenues from up to $499,999 a year to over $10 million per year. Half of them (13) 
were non-union houses, with the remaining half operating on various union 
contracts. Not surprisingly, few of these respondents (2) cited artistic concerns as the 
main hurdle to implementation of NMDT in the United States. 46% of them (12) 
called union restraints the biggest hurdle and 27% (7) chose technology and 
infrastructure costs as the biggest hurdle. Even in this bullish group, however, over 
50% of respondents (14) felt that less than 25% of theater consumers would pay to 
view NMDT of live theater on the internet. 
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 This very idea was the genesis of #NEWPLAYTV. See Vijay Mathews interview. 
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RESPONSES OF NMDT PRODUCERS 
 
 Four of the 47 respondents who completed the survey were either actively 
planning a New Media Digital Transmission of live theater or had already completed 
one. Of these four, two are located in New York, one in Illinois and one in Indiana. 
One of them has an annual operating budget of over $10 million and the remaining 
three have annual operating budgets of up to $499,999 per year. Not surprisingly, all 
four of these organizations are “for” New Media Digital Transmissions of live 
theater. One of the four operates on the League Production contract, one on the 99 
Seat Plan, one on the Showcase Code and one is non-union. Three of the four felt 
that NMDT would increase audiences nationwide and the remaining respondent felt 
it would neither increase nor decrease live audiences. Two of the four respondents 
felt that greater than 75% of audiences would pay to see NMDT online; one felt that 
25%-49% would pay and one felt than less than 25% of online audiences would pay. 
Two of the four felt that NMDT would be widespread in 5 years or less and the other 
two felt that it would be six to ten years before it was widespread. Of these four 
respondents, two feel that union constraints are the biggest hurdle to widespread 
implementation of NMDT, one cited artistic concerns as the biggest hurdle, and the 
last answered that securing artistic rights is the biggest blockade. 
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PART TWO: INTERVIEWS 
 
 Interviews were conducted with nonprofit and commercial producers of New 
Media Digital transmissions, representatives of Actors’ Equity Association and The 
Dramatists Guild, playwrights and the director of a major online streaming platform 
to understand experiences and attitudes toward New Media Digital Transmissions at 
this moment in time from a variety of relevant perspectives. 
Interview: Susan Loewenberg (L.A. Theatre Works) 
 
Interview with Susan Loewenberg, Artistic Director of L.A. Theatre Works – by 
phone - Wednesday, October 10, 2012. 
 
 Susan Loewenberg is Artistic Director of L.A. Theatre Works. Ms. 
Loewenberg began her career, first acting in New York and Los Angeles, and then 
creating plays in prisons with a group of young actors, directors, writers and 
designers. The company then evolved into a non-profit professional theatre 
organization, L.A. Theatre Works. Years later, in Los Angeles, Ms. Loewenberg 
assembled a group of famous actors to perform plays helmed by famous directors. 
Richard Dreyfus, a member of the group, wanted to do a play on the radio, and, 
rather quickly, a radio broadcast of Sinclair Lewis’s Babbitt shot the group to fame. 
Over time, L.A. Theatre Works’ mission of presenting, preserving and disseminating 
classic and contemporary plays through the medium of audio theatre emerged and 
the company has been remarkably successful, with more than five-hundred plays 
recorded to date. 
            Ms. Loewenberg’s experience with audio theater intersected with New Media 
Digital Transmissions when one of her funders asked her if she would be interested 
in producing in the HD cinema broadcast arena. After researching the emerging 
field, she decided to give it a try and produced the HD cinema broadcast of 
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Roundabout Theatre Company’s Broadway production of The Importance of Being 
Earnest starring Brian Bedford. The production was beamed to 400 cinemas in 13 
countries on 4 continents during June of 2011. 
            It is important to distinguish between the motivations for Susan Lowenberg’s 
efforts and those of a commercial producer such as Sue Frost of Junkyard Dog 
Productions.
41
 Though the production and distribution elements and requirements 
were similar, the impetus behind each of these productions was quite different. Sue 
Frost and Junkyard Dog green-lighted an HD cinema broadcast with the intention of 
it being an extended commercial. Yes, Memphis in movie theaters provided greater 
access to the artistic product, but the ultimate aim was to extend and increase brand 
presence, creating more profit through global licensing of the property. Susan 
Loewenberg and L.A. Theatre Works, however, produced the HD cinema broadcast 
of The Importance of Being Earnest (Earnest) primarily to present and preserve a 
superlative performance of a classic play. Both producers, however - nonprofit and 
commercial - broadcast live theater and consider their broadcasts successful. 
            Susan Loewenberg, squarely in the mission-driven, nonprofit world, stresses 
that these recordings are important cultural agents rather than money-making 
ventures: 
 
Compared to sports, theater is a tiny market. Your population is 
relatively small and the cost is high. It’s a select audience, but it’s an 
important audience. The United States is a big country, and seeing these 
performances raises everyone’s taste level. You are seeing the best of the 
best, so it educates audiences to quality. 
 
She also points out that costs need to and can be managed. “We did [the cinema 
broadcast of] Earnest for way under a million. But [digital broadcasting] has to be 
carefully handled, and I mean carefully. If the costs are too high, it won’t happen.” 
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 Sue Frost interview, interview by author, by phone, Nov 1, 2012. 
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            As a producing artistic director who has made a career of broadcast theater, 
she does not feel that most regional theaters will or should jump into broadcasting. 
She explains that companies like L.A. Theatre Works and PBS Great Performances 
have a long-standing mission of broadcasting theater in one form or another. 
“There’s no reason for [U.S. regional theaters] to do it. It’s not what they do.” 
            As a passionate proponent of the American theater, she is frustrated that more 
American theater isn’t being broadcast. “The National Theatre is everywhere! Where 
is American Theater?” When asked if she thought the American performing arts 
unions were slowing the development of American broadcast theater, she said that 
she felt “the unions are cautious,” but that, “we were able to make a fairly reasonable 
deal with them.” The agreement for Earnest was that every exhibiter could show the 
finished recording four times in a thirty day period. “We need to take it a step at a 
time. That’s just where they [the unions] are at right now.” Ms. Loewenberg seems 
ready to keep taking those steps with the unions as she would like to “do three or 
four [broadcasts] a year.” 
            In terms of aesthetics and audience impact, Ms. Loewenberg believes that 
new HD technology has created a cinema broadcast viewing experience which rivals 
the live experience: 
 
The new technology is different. It can really give you the feeling of actually 
sitting in a theater on Broadway, having the same experience as the real 
audience. But it has to be on the big screen. Putting it on television is going 
to compromise it. These are performances that can and will take someone’s 
breath away 50 or 100 years from now. These are not Lincoln Center archive 
recordings. In some ways, HD is better than watching a live performance 
because the camera can spotlight an incredible moment in close-up. The 
viewer of an HD always has the best seat in the house. 
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Interview: Sue Frost (Junkyard Dog Productions) 
 
Interview with Sue Frost, Producer at Junkyard Dog Productions –by phone –
Thursday November 1, 2012. 
 
 Sue Frost is a commercial Broadway producer and one-half of the producing 
company Junkyard Dog Productions. Junkyard Dog is the lead producer on the 
Broadway musical Memphis, which ran in New York for over 1,100 performances 
and won four 2010 Tony Awards including Best Musical. Memphis recouped its 
Broadway investment of $12 million, is continuing to tour the United States and is 
planning a West End production. An HD digital broadcast of Memphis was released 
in select movie theaters throughout the United States April 28 through May 3, 2011 
in an event produced by Broadway Worldwide and distributed through Fathom 
Events. This was the first Best Musical Tony Award-winning show to be broadcast 
in movie theaters while concurrently playing on Broadway. 
 The idea for this broadcast came from Broadway Worldwide, a live-capture 
broadcast production company, which had previous experience broadcasting 
Broadway musicals like Jekyll & Hyde and Putting It Together. When the producing 
team was approached about doing a broadcast, they were skeptical, but took the 
meeting. “Randy [Adams] and I and the authors were just open enough to consider 
it,” said Sue. They decided to allow Broadway Worldwide to produce the recording 
as an opportunity to build the show’s brand. Ms. Frost explains that 
 
Memphis does not have the same type of title recognition as a Phantom or a 
Les Miz. [The cinema broadcast] took the unknown factor out of it for 
audiences. What goes without saying is the content and quality must be good, 
and it was. We knew that if people saw this show that they would love it and 
that would be good for the property. Ultimately, I feel you need to do 
whatever you can to raise above the fray. 
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 Traditional Broadway producers were “skeptical, but intrigued,” said Ms. 
Frost. “The folks who gave me the hardest time were the presenters across the 
country who were afraid that the HD broadcast would cut into sales of the touring 
production.” The fear was that if audiences could see it in a movie house, that they 
would stop showing up to the bricks-and-mortar theater. “I’m happy to say that I am 
pretty sure we proved them wrong about that,” Ms. Frost continued. “The first 
exposure [in cinemas] was going to be less than a week’s worth of audience on 
Broadway, and we knew that all the people who saw it were going to love it.” While 
she does not have hard data, Ms. Frost feels that their hunch was correct. “This is 
anecdotal, but most people who saw the broadcast couldn’t wait to see it live.” She 
also believes that the broadcast made the show accessible to audiences who would 
have been unable to travel to New York to see the Broadway production, and 
“perhaps to lower income audiences too, but I don’t know that for sure.”42 
 The broadcast itself was paid for by Broadway Worldwide. Junkyard Dog 
and the authors gave them permission to do it and will not make any money off the 
broadcast recording until it has broken even. “It cost them over $2 million to do the 
recording. It’s a long-term earn for them; a loss leader.” By way of comparison, the 
HD cinema broadcast of Roundabout Theatre’s Importance of Being Earnest cost 
under $1 million.
43
 Memphis, of course, had a much larger cast and musicians to pay. 
 Broadway Worldwide also handled all associated union negotiations. Ms. 
Frost explained that “Broadway Worldwide had done this for Jekyll and Hyde and 
Putting it Together and took the template and worked from there. Since they had 
done it before, I think they got a bit of a free pass. I believe that [union negotiations] 
are going to be much more challenging going forward.” That is why she feels that it 
will be six to ten years before broadcasts of Broadway shows are more common. 
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 Ms. Frost’s hunch is supported by data in the 2010 NESTA report Digital broadcast of theatre - 
learning from the pilot season. 
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 Susan Loewenberg, interview by author, by phone, Oct 10, 2012. 
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“The Broadway industry is prehistoric in so many ways; it will just take that long for 
everyone to figure things out.” 
 Another factor that gets in the way of broadcast projects happening is the 
author’s fear that a live broadcast recording will kill the chance of a film deal for the 
property. “Authors feel,” Ms. Frost continued “that if [a broadcast] happens, it will 
make the show an unappealing property for a feature film.” This was not the case at 
all with Memphis. “Warner Brothers and Alcon are going to make a feature film,” 
exclaimed Ms. Frost, “it didn’t affect the film rights at all.” 
 From the producer’s perspective, this broadcast’s purpose was not to turn a 
profit on the broadcast itself. It was part of a wider marketing and branding mix. 
When asked if she considers it a successful initiative, Ms. Frost asserted 
 
I do. It did what it was supposed to do, and I think it’s eventually going to 
turn a profit. I think it’s just beginning to hit and open the door to 
international licensing. We actually just got an inquiry from Korea. I honestly 
don’t know whether it extended or truncated the Broadway run. I do feel, 
however, that digital broadcasts are going to broaden the audience for live 
theater. It’s just a matter of figuring out how to do it economically. 
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Interview: Lawrence Lorczak (Actors’ Equity Association) 
 
Interview with Lawrence Lorczak, Senior Business Representative at Actors’ Equity 
Association – by phone – May 22, 2012. 
 
Lawrence Lorczak is a Senior Business Representative for Actors’ Equity 
Association (AEA), which is a member of the AFL-CIO and is the largest and most 
influential union for professional theater in the United States. From its website, AEA 
is “the labor union that represents more than 49,000 actors and stage managers in the 
United States. Equity seeks to advance, promote and foster the art of live theatre as 
an essential component of our society.”44 
Mr. Lorczak is the one who gets the call when an Equity theater wants to 
broadcast a live performance. He says that most of the new media broadcast requests 
come from Production contract (i.e. Broadway) producers and from large regional 
theaters. Mr. Lorczak says that they are usually seeking permission to broadcast a 
live performance on a PBS television program or “now, since the MET [Live in HD] 
happened, there are also requests about cinema broadcasts.” He adds that “Broadway 
producers aren’t experts at the live-capture HD recordings, so a media producer is 
contracted to make it happen.” He also says that “smaller theatres have shown an 
interest in streaming whole performances on the web.” 
Many parties, including other interviewees and survey respondents for this 
thesis, claim that Actors’ Equity Association is a significant roadblock to the 
widespread broadcasting and streaming of live theater. Mr. Lorczak rejects that 
stance stating that 
 
Equity is very interested in making these projects happen, which inures to the 
benefit of the American actor. We have proactively reined the models in and 
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 Actors’ Equity Association. “About Equity,” actorsequity.org, 
http://www.actorsequity.org/AboutEquity/aboutequityhome.asp (accessed Dec. 1, 2012) 
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are drumming it [broadcasting live theater] up. We have been in the process 
of reviewing all our compensation models so as to make these projects 
realized. We are as proactive as we can be to negotiate a fair deal when we 
receive inquiries. AEA wants to be part of this so we are relevant, so AEA 
actors can participate financially and to raise the profile of the American 
Theater. 
 
Right now, contract language allowing for broadcasting Equity theater 
performances across different media platforms exists only in Equity’s Production 
contract. With more new media broadcast requests coming in than ever before and 
through the work of AEA’s New Media Committee, the 2008 Production Contract 
memorialized the terms of exploiting live theatrical product in other mediums. 
According to Rule 39, section C of the contract a producer can exploit an actor’s 
entire performance across all media in exchange for payment not less than prevailing 
Screen Actors Guild-American Federation of Television and Radio Artists (SAG-
AFTRA) rates for a comparable broadcast plus 150% of the actor’s AEA production 
contract weekly minimum.
45
 
For example, if the producers of Broadway’s Phantom of the Opera were 
paying a chorus member $1,754 per week and they wanted to stream a performance 
on-line in its entirety, they would need to pay that performer whatever SAG-AFTRA 
would pay in that broadcast situation plus $2,631 (150% of the weekly AEA salary) 
plus AEA pension payments on the $2,631. Once they did that for every actor and 
stage manager in the production, the producers could then exploit that recording in 
any way they wish in any medium they wish “pursuant to the allowances of the 
SAG-AFTRA contract.” 
Mr. Lorczak acknowledged that this “shared jurisdiction” situation in which 
the actor is paid on two different union contracts is a hurdle that needs to be worked 
out. “These are the lion’s share of the projects, and it’s expensive. We end up with 
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actors who get AEA contract pay plus SAG contract pay for the same project. See 
the problem?” 
All non-Production contract broadcast deals are negotiated on a case-by-case 
basis. When asked if new media provisions will be added to lower-tier Equity 
contracts with a sliding scale that lower-tier theaters could afford, Mr. Lorczak made 
plain that there were currently no plans for that. When broadcast deals occur in non-
Production contract situations “we do not use the lower contract minimums.” 
Equity’s reasoning for this is that those minimums are negotiated to compensate 
Actors for work relative to the staged production in that contract. “Crossover to 
another medium puts everyone on a level playing field for which we use the same 
minimum, i.e. Production contract minimum.” A small Equity theater which pays its 
actors $176 per week, therefore, would need to pay those actors the same amount as 
the Broadway producer pays his or her actors in the Phantom of the Opera example 
above in order to broadcast a performance. 
In terms of the rank and file membership, there has been very little pushback. 
“There was some anxiety over the idea at first, but it was a generational thing.” He 
went on to explain that most actors were now “fine with the idea of more work 
through broadcasting live theater performances.” 
Mr. Lorczak said several times how surprised he is when parties expect that 
an actor’s performance should be able to be broadcast or streamed for free. Free new 
media advocates like Vijay Mathews of #NEWPLAYTV argue that studies show that 
broadcasting and streaming theater will only help in-person, paying attendance and, 
therefore, professional actors. The more an actor is seen, he argues, the more likely it 
is that they will be discovered by fans who will then come and pay to see their live 
performance. Mr. Lorczak agrees that new media digital transmissions “will not 
cannibalize box office.” He maintains, however, that a new media broadcast 
represents professional work outside the boundaries of an actor’s contracted live-
stage production, and that “for that subsequent exploitation, they must be 
compensated additionally.” 
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To Mr. Lorzak, the other major issue which is slowing adoption of NMDT is 
the multiplicity of performing arts unions in the United States. “In Great Britain, they 
have one union” he explains. “Here in America, you have SAG and AFTRA, you 
have Stage Directors and Choreographers Society, United Scenic Artists, Musician’s 
Local 802 and IATSE. They all need to get on board and that could hold this whole 
thing up.” 
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Interview: Ralph Sevush (Dramatists Guild) 
 
Interview with Ralph Sevush, Executive Director (Business Affairs) of the Dramatists 
Guild – by phone – Wednesday March 6, 2013. 
 
 Ralph Sevush is Executive Director (Business Affairs) of The Dramatists 
Guild of America. The Dramatists Guild has over 6,000 members and “is the only 
professional association which advances the interests of playwrights, composers, 
lyricists and librettists writing for the living stage.”46 Mr. Sevush is particularly well 
positioned to speak to this issue as one of the mandates of the Dramatist Guild is to 
provide “constructive comment to government and business leaders on balancing 
institutional tradition in the face of necessary innovation.”47 Mr. Sevush thinks there 
is some value in New Media Digital Transmission from a marketing and preservation 
perspective, but that it probably will never generate significant economic activity. 
 According to Mr. Sevush, NMDT is discussed at the Guild, but lacks any real 
momentum. “There is conversation that comes up from time to time in our council 
meetings, but there doesn’t seem to be enough energy around it to create a 
subcommittee.” The Dramatists Guild is a member of The Coalition of Broadway 
Unions and Guilds (COBUG) and Mr. Sevush says “there is always discussion about 
it and we have had presentations from Broadway Worldwide,
48
 but there is always 
skepticism among the members.” 
 He explains that writers’ objections to NMDT include artistic and business 
concerns. “Some traditionalists object to it on aesthetic grounds, and because 
[licensing permission] is a reserved right, those writers can certainly say ‘no.’” The 
other major writer objections are business related: 
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 Dramatists Guild of America.“Info” dramatistsguild.com, http://www.dramatistsguild.com/info 
(accessed March 1, 2013). 
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 Ibid. 
48
 Broadway Worldwide is a company which distributes Broadway musicals captured live-in-
production for various digital mediums including cinema. 
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Number one, they ask “if I allow this, will it mess up a movie deal?” Number 
two, from the box-office perspective, “am I agreeing to something that will 
pay me next to nothing, but will cannibalize my live stage royalties?” 
Number three, “does letting out a digital version of my show allow piracy to 
rob me of the property value of my work?” 
 
Mr. Sevush notes that the industry is beginning to see positive answers to these 
objections, but that it is too early to draw any conclusions. For, example, though the 
Memphis broadcast in theaters did not prevent a film deal “we have to see if the film 
is actually made and what the results are.” 
 In terms of producers, Mr. Sevush states that “for a long time, they were 
afraid that [NMDT] would gobble up the live audience.” That fear seems to be 
subsiding in the face of studies to the contrary, and “producers are starting to see that 
we can make some money on these things, or at least that others will pay for a long-
form commercial around the world.” He remarked that “when Little Shop of Horrors 
was playing off-Broadway, the producers may well have been afraid of the film 
coming out.” The film’s release, however, increased licensing demand for the 
property, “which also seems to be happening with Memphis.” 
 When asked about the theatrical unions’ position on NMDT, Mr. Sevush 
states that “they want to allow it if possible, but they want to protect their members.” 
He explains that unions are reluctant to give something up without clear benefit. 
“Often in collective bargaining, you give something up that seems very small, but 
down the line becomes very large. I think they mainly don’t see the viable economic 
models from which their members would benefit in the long term.” 
 Mr. Sevush does think there is value in NMDT from a marketing and 
preservation perspective. 
 
I think if they work at all, they work as branding, as awareness that this art 
form is still out there. If you put your head in the sand and pretend that this 
isn’t happening, you become more insular and theater becomes increasingly a 
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rarefied activity of the elite. At the very least you are preserving a 
performance, which nobody except for Lincoln Center gets to do. With 
[NMDT], you have an artifact, which can be experienced in educational and 
other settings. 
 
He doubts, however, that there will ever be much money made by NMDT. In his 
opinion, the lack of serious demand for NMDT means that the unions and other 
interested parties will not move to make it happen because they do not see significant 
long-term benefit. 
 
Theater as theater is a minority taste to begin with. Film theater seems a 
bastardized version of the two arts, which I don’t know has generated much 
excitement. I think both audiences look at it suspiciously, without much 
enthusiasm. I don’t see it creating an audience vast enough to be an economic 
engine to convince the unions to move on the issue. 
 
 Mr. Sevush went on to express the importance of disseminating live theater 
and the inherent limitations of doing it through a non-live technology. 
 
On behalf of writers, I think it is critical that the ground is seeded for future 
generations of theater lovers. In a technological age, it is hard to see why this 
archaic art form matters. In some ways, however, the need for ritual, for 
coming together, becomes even greater as we become more and more 
separated by technology. The irony is that you do not get that from these 
motion capture productions. For some out of the way areas where shows do 
not tour, however, [NMDT] may be as close as they are going to get. It is 
important, however, that you recognize its limitations. We cannot replace the 
live experience.  
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Interview: Vijay Mathew (Center for the Theater Commons, Emerson College) 
 
Interview with Vijay Mathew, Director of Technological Innovations at the Center 
for the Theater Commons at Emerson College– by phone –October 15, 2012. 
 
 Vijay Mathew is Director of Technological Innovations at the Center for the 
Theater Commons at Emerson College, where he leads the center’s development of 
online knowledge-sharing platforms and its notions of cultural innovations. His team 
has developed #NEWPLAYTV, which is an open-access, open-source platform on 
which to stream live theater and events, with an emphasis on new work. 
#NEWPLAYTV evolved from an online sharing tool developed to administer grant 
documentation at geographically distant theaters which were co-developing new 
plays. This platform was developed while Mr. Mathew was Program Coordinator for 
the NEA New Play Development Program which was housed at the American 
Voices New Play Institute at Arena Stage in Washington D.C. He describes the 
platform as having been the “most efficient way of producing the content, as the 
shared platform eliminated waste and was a community-sourced method of 
producing the necessary documentation.” Among other platform functions, 
performances of new plays were streamed online for viewing by the NEA New Play 
Development Program grantee theaters, allowing them to be involved throughout the 
development process without the expense and difficulty of travel. For example, Aditi 
Brennan Kapil’s Agnes Under the Big Top was developed by a consortium including 
the Lark in New York, the Playwrights Center in Minneapolis and Rhodopi 
International Theatre Laboratory in Bulgaria. Via this platform, the American 
partners were able to watch a live-streamed performance of the play performed for 
an audience in Bulgaria. 
 #NEWPLAYTV, which is approximately three years old, is an open-source, 
open-access platform which enables producers of live theater to stream their 
productions for free via #NEWPLAYTV’s Livestream site. This shared, non-
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proprietary platform is remarkably inexpensive to maintain because it does not 
produce content; all production and promotion including the videoing itself is up to 
the producers. Funding comes from the program budget of the Center for the Theater 
Commons and is less than $4,000 per year. #NEWPLAYTV has hosted more than 
100 programs, all self-produced by people in the new works field. Content has varied 
from conferences, workshops and readings, to full multi-camera production 
livestreams. In a typical week, the channel will have at least one livestreaming 
program, and the programs are usually recorded and archived for future viewing. 
Viewing content on #NEWPLAYTV is always free, and participants are required to 
agree to a Creative Commons licensing agreement which makes any content 
streamed on #NEWPLAYTV available to anyone to be shared, remixed and used in 
anyway. 
 #NEWPLAYTV does not measure success in terms of the aesthetic quality of 
streamed video on the platform. The video quality of content streamed on 
#NEWPLAYTV varies greatly from grainy, lo-res video to top-of-the-line, multiple 
HD camera shoots. The quality depends on what the producer brings to the table. Mr. 
Mathew asserts that “for #NEWPLAYTV, a low-res transmission or something very 
high-end are both a success.” This is because #NEWPLAYTV is primarily a 
knowledge-sharing platform, so its measure of success is that people are producing 
and viewing streamed events on the platform. This shift away from what Mr. 
Mathew calls “the 20th century mentality of judging media by the aesthetics,” is 
markedly different from attitudes of other new media theater producers for whom 
aesthetic quality is paramount. Mr. Mathew concedes that image and quality are an 
extremely important measure if the end goal is to approach or replace the live 
experience for the viewer. For #NEWPLAYTV, however, free global access and 
knowledge sharing is the priority. 
 This difference in philosophy and priorities makes #NEWPLAYTV a 
different animal than the similarly named OnTheBoards.tv. OntheBoards.tv is a 
project of Seattle’s On the Boards, which presents international, innovative dance, 
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theater and music artists. OntheBoards.tv is an online video-on-demand platform, 
which presents high-quality HD live-capture performances to online audiences for 
pay. OntheBoards.tv is an online extension, therefore, of the curatorial mission of On 
the Boards, whereas #NEWPLAYTV is a content streaming platform with a 
revolutionary media mission. 
 What has made a platform like #NEWPLAYTV possible are huge advances 
and changes in technology. Mr. Mathew explains that the number-one game changer 
is the wide availability of broadband internet access. The ability to video livestream, 
advances in the use of bandwidth and improvements in video compression 
technology add up to a more seamless viewing experience. Though there is still some 
waiting for buffering, streaming is much better than it used to be and is improving 
quickly. The ubiquity of webcams is the final piece of the puzzle, he explains, as it 
equips a huge number of potential content producers and “puts the means of 
production in everyone’s hands.” 
 #NEWPLAYTV keeps detailed analytics and the audience for these streams 
is largely dependent on the efforts of the producers. #NPTV tracks attendance by IP 
address, so numbers of “viewers” are actually numbers of devices which are 
“watching” the stream. A device could be a smart phone being watched by one 
person, a laptop being watched by three people, or a web-enabled television being 
watched by 10 people. Attendance is most successfully driven through watch parties, 
at which multiple people watch the stream on a single device. Exact audience 
numbers are hard to calculate, but watch parties typically have between three and 
twenty individuals watching. #NPTV’s most watched live-streams to date have been 
a One-Minute Play Festival which was watched during the live-stream by 
approximately 275 devices, and the play On The Spectrum from Mixed Blood 
Theatre in Minneapolis, which was viewed by close to 400 devices during the live 
stream. 
 Not surprisingly, this free-viewing model is concerning to stakeholders in the 
traditional theatrical industrial complex. Actors’ Equity Association is a major player 
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and, according to Mr. Mathew, is the biggest obstacle to widespread streaming of 
professional theater. This thesis’s survey of U.S. theater professionals also identified 
union constraints as one of the main obstacles to widespread New Media Digital 
Transmission of live theater. Representatives of Actors’ Equity Association disagree 
with this assessment, and their views are expressed earlier in this research. Mathews, 
however, insists that 
  
AEA doesn’t understand the value of free live-streaming for its members. 
The fear is that if you give it away for free, it decreases the overall value. The 
old economy says that if you make something scarce, it creates value. But the 
internet says, the more abundant something is, the more valuable it is. 
Making actors scarce just makes them harder to find and employ. Why would 
a union want to do that? 
 
 When asked how a free livestream could help a professional actor, Mr. 
Mathew proposed that the more times an actor’s performance was seen online, the 
more opportunities there would be for that actor to develop fans who would then pay 
to see that actor perform live. This argument is similar to theories that cinema 
broadcasts of live theater make viewers more likely to attend live theater, and 
contradicts common fears that broadcast theater will cannibalize live audiences.
 Mr. Mathew is quick to agree that this is a revolutionary way of producing 
media content: 
 
I believe that the future is determined by us who are doing this today. It is our 
agenda to make live streaming on shared non-proprietary platforms happen, 
and we believe this is the most effective way of doing it. Products and ideas 
that thrive on the internet are pervasive, not scarce. Putting it behind a money 
wall is destined to not scale at all and to be very limited, very niche. But if 
you turn the whole business model on its head and make everyone a producer 
and keep everything free, then you have a common pooling of your audience 
and everyone saves money. 
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Interview: James Ludwig (Actors’ Equity Association’s New Media Committee) 
 
Interview with James Ludwig, Chair of AEA’s New Media Committee – by phone –
May 27, 2012. 
 
James Ludwig is a successful American stage actor (Broadway: Spamalot, 
Little Shop of Horrors) and is the co-producer and co-host of the internet web-show 
The Happy Hour Guys. A self-described Apple fan-boy and tech-head, he is also 
Chair of Actors’ Equity Association’s New Media Committee. He is currently in his 
second term as Committee Chair. 
According to Mr. Ludwig, AEA has come a long way very quickly in terms 
of New Media. Ten years ago there was “virtually no tech at Equity.” He described 
committee members who “literally did not have email addresses” and who were 
afraid of what new broadcast technology could mean for American stage actors. 
“Don’t forget that, at this time, stealing music on the internet was the big thing,” 
explained Mr. Ludwig. So the idea of new media destroying an older industry 
created an environment of fear. It was in this context that he put together an ad hoc 
New Media Committee. New Media became a sanctioned committee in 2007 and 
then, in 2008, merged with the older Film and Taping Committee. 
 The Film and Taping Committee was chaired by an older AEA member. The 
ideas and policies governed by that committee “were the old way of capturing 
theatrical performances from the 1950s…and one of the legacies of all this was the 
Recognition Fee.” This recognition fee is the fee paid to an Equity member in 
exchange for permission to utilize a filmed or taped version of his or her 
performance. This fee was originally instituted “in ‘recognition’ of the work that had 
gone into creating the stage show: weeks of rehearsal, changes, tech rehearsal, more 
changes, previews, and finally, performance.” Mr. Ludwig went on to explain that 
“as times changed and the model of broadcast changed, the 'legacy' recognition fees 
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did not change.” This resulted in a relatively high recognition fee, which AEA has 
worked to make more affordable. “That's why we've chosen to move [the fee 
structure] forward,” explained Mr. Ludwig.“Equity has worked to reign in those fees, 
but we cannot turn our back on them.” 
The New Media Committee led a push toward greater use of new media, 
much of which is greater allowances for promotional video usage, including online 
streaming. Rule 39, Section A of Equity’s Production Contract details the allowed 
usages, which, for payment of a media fee, include broadcast on television, the 
internet, mobile devices and “any substantially similar delivery platforms currently 
available and as they evolve.” A Media Light version of these allowances is being 
incorporated into smaller contracts. Media Light allowances are far short of the 
allowances under the Production and LORT contract, but are free. This allows 
smaller contract companies to compete with non-Equity companies that were 
“digitally eating their lunch” prior to Media Light. These media allowances pertain 
to promotional efforts, however, not to transmission of full performances as product. 
The current language for full show broadcasting and streaming entered the 
Production Contract in 2008. Rule 39, Section C of that contract outlines that, in 
exchange for payment commensurate with SAG/AFTRA fees for a similar broadcast 
plus 150% of the actors’ Production contract minimum weekly payment, a producer 
can exploit an actor’s taped or captured performance across all media.49 When asked 
if he thought that those fees were too high, Mr. Ludwig points to the progress made 
and that professionals must be compensated for their work: 
 
The Production Contract is the gold standard for live show broadcast. We 
want to broadcast and stream Broadway shows. We’ve reigned in contracts, 
but we cannot turn our back on recognition fees. The challenge is, how do we 
preserve the idea of those fees without making projects undoable? 
Compensation is critical - this isn’t a flash mob, there is a lot of work done by 
our members to create these performances. 
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Mr. Ludwig is passionate and optimistic about the future of new media digital 
transmissions of live theater and calls the current contract language the “thin edge of 
the wedge.” He noted that in a world where “every minute, 8 hours of video gets 
uploaded to YouTube, we want to stream Broadway shows.” Referring to high 
definition broadcasts of plays from London’s National Theatre in cinemas 
worldwide, he exclaimed “we want American actors up on those screens. The AEA 
logo needs to be rolling in those credits!” And he agreed with the owner of a Florida 
retirement community full of residents who would happily pay to see pay-per-view 
Broadway shows on their televisions who said to James “I hope I see some of this 
before I fucking die.” 
He also sees resistance and challenges. “There is a real belief out there that if 
we put it [live stage performances] on TV, that the public won’t go to the theater.” 
He also reveals that the many other unions required to get on board are not yet where 
Equity is. “COBUG [the Coalition of Broadway Unions and Guilds] has a media 
subcommittee working on this issue, but Equity is one of the first to say yes. The 
other unions are way behind on this issue.” 
 He closed the interview by underscoring the importance to Equity both of 
new media transmissions of American theater happening and of preserving fair 
payment for broadcast rights. “If we give it away for free, we’ll never get it back.” 
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INTERVIEW COMMENTARY 
 
 The majority of people interviewed for this thesis were optimistic about the 
future of New Media Digital Transmission of live theater. Most interviewees agreed 
that NMDT would never replace the live experience, but that there should be and 
would be more NMDT of live theater in the future. The devil, of course, is in the 
details. 
 One detail that came up frequently was the issue of transmission quality. In 
particular, the NMDT producers interviewed stressed that the quality of the 
transmission is paramount to success. Radical improvements in HD video quality, 
transmission and production techniques have made simulcasts and rebroadcasts a 
compelling experience, particularly in cinemas. These improvements translate 
somewhat to television and internet broadcasts, though the smaller picture size 
removes viewers further from the live experience, reducing the impact. 
 Vijay Mathew of #NEWPLAYTV’s stance is quite different as his model 
judges success by number of events streamed rather than by artistic merit. This is in 
line with the goals of #NEWPLAYTV, which are primarily about the distribution of 
knowledge rather than entertainment. The seminars, lectures and interviews which 
make up the majority of its content need to be understood, not aesthetically 
appreciated. He envisions more live theater productions streaming on 
#NEWPLAYTV in the future. This model certainly has the potential to enable a 
virtual army of theatrical producers and experimenters. If that happens, the 
importance of aesthetic quality will likely increase due to the priorities of the content 
producers. 
 Susan Loewenberg of L.A. Theatreworks feels that most theaters don’t have 
any reason to broadcast, saying “it’s not what they do.” This thesis’s survey, 
however, indicates that many theaters and producers want and plan to broadcast live 
theater. While producers like Ms. Loewenberg who have significant experience in  
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broadcast theater will certainly have a leg up in this new medium, there is no reason 
to think that traditional theater producers who have the desire to produce broadcast 
theater won’t do so, particularly if identified hurdles are eliminated or reduced and if 
broadcast models are shown to be profitable. 
 Speaking about the economics of producing broadcast theater, Susan 
Loewenberg remarked that “compared to sports, theater is a tiny market.” She was 
making this point to illustrate how carefully broadcast theater producers must budget 
due to limited demand. This is in line with Mr. Sevush’s doubt that broadcast theater 
will attract “an audience vast enough to be an economic engine to convince the 
unions to move on the issue.” The enormous amount of money and economic 
activity generated by the widespread broadcast of professional sports, however, 
should make theater leaders sit up and take note. Professional sports in the United 
States brings in between $20 and $25 billion annually.
50
 Professional theater in the 
United States including Broadway, touring Broadway and regional theaters brings in 
a gross annual revenue, earned plus contributed, of  between $2 and $4 billion per 
year.
51
 A significant amount of professional sports revenue, however, comes from 
broadcast contracts. The world of professional sports and broadcast’s effect on it is 
something that should be studied by the theater industry for successful models and 
best practices. As the professional sports industry produces ticketed events one can 
attend live or access across media platforms and has associated unions, this is a 
particularly good field to look to for guidance. 
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 While none of the interviewees had a fear of broadcast theater destroying live 
audiences, they all acknowledged that that fear is common among theater leaders. 
Mr. Ludwig confirmed that “there is a real belief out there that if we put it [live stage 
performances] on TV, that the public won’t go to the theater.” Sue Frost, speaking of 
her experience with Memphis said she is “happy to say that I am pretty sure we 
proved them wrong about that.” Sue Frost’s anecdotal experience is supported by 
studies including two which look at audiences who attended the National Theatre’s 
NT Live series in cinemas and the Metropolitan Opera’s Live in HD cinema series. 
The NESTA study of people who attended the NT Live cinema broadcast of Phedra 
found that, “audiences claimed that their experience had made it more likely that 
they would visit the theatre, as well as live screenings of plays, in the future.”52 
Opera America, which surveyed attendees of the Met’s Live in HD series, found that 
“a portion of those who have not attended opera in the last two years say they are 
very likely to attend live opera in the future or attend a performance at the Met if 
they are in New York.”53 
 Another topic that came up in several interviews is the old-fashioned nature 
of the theatrical industry and of its unions. The way theater industry professionals do 
business was called old-fashioned and even “prehistoric.”54 This, of course, makes 
the adoption of new technology in an ever-quickening world challenging. 
Compounding this challenge are high fees and the many unions a producer must 
negotiate with in order to produce a new media digital transmission. If unions really 
do want broadcast projects to go forward, they should make it a priority to put 
technologically savvy members in leadership positions. Jim Ludwig being Chair of 
the AEA’s New Media Committee has put AEA out in front of the other theatrical 
unions on the issue. If COBUG members want to move broadcast theater forward 
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and create more product and work for their respective members, they should put 
likeminded individuals in leadership positions and meet often in order to take full 
advantage of new media for the benefit of their constituents and the industry. As Mr. 
Sevush pointed out, however, no one in the theater has made much money off 
broadcast theater yet. This lack of economic motivation, of course, translates to a 
lack of urgency around the issue. 
 In terms of fees, conflict over compensation is nothing new to the industry 
and union negotiation table. All the sophistry, arguments and contracts boil down to 
this regarding compensation: unions want to get the most money possible for their 
members and producers want to pay as little as they have to for their workers. When 
the uncertainty of new technology enters the equation, however, parties digging in 
their heels may not be the best thing for the industry as a whole. Right now, new 
media union fees are high and inflexible, which limits experimentation in this arena 
by most U.S. professional theaters. Experimenting with tiered fees by contract type 
and with different fees for different broadcast mediums could lower barriers to 
production enough to encourage more experimentation and production of NMDT to 
the benefit of the U.S. theater industry. 
 It is not surprising that most requests Mr. Lorczak receives are from 
Broadway producers and from the largest U.S. regional theaters. These are the 
entities that have the money to pay the new media fees as they currently exist. While 
AEA’s new media fees have been “reigned in,” they are still high for top tier 
producers. More significantly, they do not scale down for smaller theaters. AEA’s 
justification for this one-size-fits-all fee, is that new media broadcasts put everyone 
“on the same playing field.” It does quite the opposite, however. If the Small Non-
Profit Theater Company (SNPT) of Anytown, USA were to pay the same union fee 
to broadcast a production of the same play as a Broadway producer, SNPT would be 
using a much larger percentage of its total budget for broadcast fees than the 
Broadway producer, leaving relatively little to pay for the remainder of production 
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expenses. If there were smaller, more manageable fees, SNP and many other theaters 
might actually produce a new media broadcast of a live play performance. 
 Segmenting the fees by broadcast type should also be examined. Smaller 
theaters most likely could not begin to afford production of an HD cinema broadcast. 
Webcasts, however, are much less expensive. Right now, the same media fee is paid 
for all new media broadcast rights. A producer or theater pays the media fee and can 
do it all. Smaller theaters, however, according to Mr. Lorczak often ask about 
internet streaming of a production, which makes sense given the lower cost. If rules 
were segmented out by broadcast media type, and lower fees were adopted for 
internet streaming, more productions would likely occur, growing the industry and 
increasing opportunities for work. 
 Lower fees, but not free. Mr. Lorczak was surprised at how many people 
have an expectation of web content being free. Pricing of media content on the web 
and associated piracy is an issue with which many industries from publishing to 
newspapers to music are struggling. Labor is understandably afraid that if they give 
it away, they’ll never get it back. It may be beneficial, however, for unions to 
participate in research and development with producers and theaters by allowing 
experimentation through lower fees with reasonable sunset clauses. If unions and 
producers work together to develop these distribution channels, they may be able to 
grow the economic pie to the benefit of the entire industry. Being behind the times 
may even be an advantage in this situation, as the U.S. theater industry can look to 
successful new media models in sports, film, television and music for best practices 
including anti-theft technology and revenue models. 
 Mr. Mathew of #NEWPLAYTV, however, proposes that all streamed 
theatrical content on the internet should be free. Mr. Mathew’s argument is that the 
more product is “out there” on the web, the more demand it will create for live 
theater and for specific actor’s performances. That is why, he argues, it is in the best 
interest of union members for AEA to allow free distribution of theater on the 
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internet. AEA’s position is that the broadcast performance represents work outside 
the standard contracted work and must, therefore, be compensated for additionally. 
 These interviews revealed that United States professional producers and 
theaters are using New Media Digital Transmissions to produce in their own way. In 
the nonprofit mission-driven world, NMDT are acting as a new vehicle for producers 
like Susan Loewenberg to extend their mission. In the commercial world, broadcasts 
are enabling Sue Frost to extend her brand and to, she hopes, make more profit. 
Unions are afraid that their members will be exploited and, though they are working 
to adapt, they are constrained by an old-fashioned business environment and a legacy 
of high media fees as well as a lack of proven profitable models for broadcast 
theater. This plus the many different unions with which U.S. producers and theaters 
must negotiate are limiting the amount of new media digital transmissions of U.S. 
professional live theater. 
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CHAPTER 3 - CONCLUSION 
 
Broadcasts of live American theater are certainly here. From HD cinema 
broadcasts of Broadway plays and musicals to television broadcasts of theater on 
PBS, MTV and HBO to internet live-streams of special theatrical events on 
platforms like YouTube and Livestream, New Media Digital Transmission is 
happening. There could and should be more, however. Relative to other U.S. arts, 
theater is behind digitally. According to a study by the National Endowment for the 
Arts, live theater is the only “benchmark” art form experienced less often in the 
United States through electronic media than through live attendance.
55
 The potential 
benefits of broadcast theater in terms of access, education and promotion of the art 
form outweigh artistic objections to NMDT. Furthermore, it is important for live 
theater to be part of the digital revolution, not so it can be replaced, but so it can 
remain relevant. As Ralph Sevush of The Dramatists Guild said, “if you put your 
head in the sand and pretend that this isn’t happening, you become more insular and 
theater becomes increasingly a rarefied activity of the elite.”56 
Major stakeholders say that they want more American broadcast theater 
projects to happen. This thesis’ research indicates that U.S. theater leaders support 
NMDT and are planning to produce broadcasts. Representatives of Actors’ Equity 
Association are “very interested in making these projects happen”57 and “want 
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American actors up on those screens.”58 Industry fear of box office cannibalization is 
waning. So what is preventing more NMDT of professional American theater? 
 What is unique to the American Equity theater ecosystem is the hurdle of 
very high new media union fees and the large number of individual unions with 
which to negotiate in order to make a new media broadcast  possible. This, more than 
anything else, is what is preventing the production of more new media broadcasts of 
live American theater. While the unions say that they would like to make more of 
these broadcasts happen, there is not much money being made with NMDT yet, 
which results in a lack of urgency to change. So if the American theater industry – 
commercial and nonprofit - is to move toward more broadcast theater, the money 
needs to work for all parties involved. 
 Workable revenue models must be developed which both make broadcast 
production budgets attainable and adequately compensate workers. If the cost of 
production is too high due to union new media fees,  most of these projects will not 
happen. If the unions do not see potential economic benefit for their members, 
however, they will not be motivated to lower new media fees or to differentiate them 
by contract level or type of broadcast. Research must be done on successful revenue 
models from broadcast and streaming of sports, television and music to find and 
adapt best practices applicable to live theater. 
Creative “R&D” investment from foundations, government and broadcast 
media companies could be a productive way to develop these revenue models and 
industry agreements. Interested parties could convene a national conference of U.S. 
theater leaders, commercial producers and union representatives to come to a 
consensus and put forward NMDT production models on an experimental basis. 
Testing experimental, agreed-upon models with sunset clauses rather than 
memorializing long-term contract provisions would be a way to protect union 
interests while allowing important experimentation in the field. 
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Successful models could emerge from the non-union world. After all, non-
union theaters and producers do not need to pay union media fees. Experimentation 
and innovation often come from smaller, more agile enterprises. It may be, therefore, 
that successful, profitable NMDT will emerge from the non-Equity world first. 
Actors’ Equity Association allowed some of its smaller contract theaters to stream 
promotional video under its free “Media Lite” provisions only after non-union 
theaters were “digitally eating their lunch” in those markets.59 If non-union theaters 
find a way to profit from broadcast theater, Equity theaters in those markets will 
likely put pressure on the unions to allow them do the same in order to stay 
competitive. 
 Further research in New Media Digital Transmission would be valuable to 
the field. It will be very important to study the small group of experienced theater 
producers of NMDT to learn from their artistic and financial successes, failures and 
adaptations. Another key group to study will be the cohort of theaters and producers 
who have indicated in this research that they plan to produce NMDT for the first 
time. Further research on demand and audience for broadcast theater should build on 
the work begun in the NESTA and Opera America studies. Most importantly, as 
stressed above, research on workable, profitable revenue models, which can make 
broadcast theater production budgets more attainable and satisfy union compensation 
concerns are crucial if the U.S. theater industry is to move toward widespread, 
successful use of New Media Digital Transmission. 
 
 
“The radio and the record album were once 
thought to herald the death of live music. The 
VHS tape and cable television were going to end 
film. Photography was going to replace 
painting, and color catalogues were going to 
obviate the need for museums. None of these 
innovations led to the death of the art form, but 
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instead contributed to its spread and helped 
create new audiences.”60 
-Rocco Landesman - Chairman, 
National Endowment for the Arts 
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APPENDIX A 
 
EQUITY/LEAGUE PRODUCTION CONTRACT 2011-2015 
 
RULE 39, Section C 
 
“(C) Audio-visual release of the entire production in any medium shall be permitted, 
provided: 
 
(1) Each Actor (including Swings, Understudies, Dance Captains and Stage 
Managers) called for the Recording shall be paid pursuant to the terms of the 
appropriate SAG or AFTRA contract. In no case will Actors be paid less than 
the rates customarily applied to such releases under a SAG or AFTRA contract, 
including any residuals due for exploitation in supplemental markets. The work 
rules under the SAG or AFTRA contract applicable to a comparable release 
must also be met, as well as the required benefit contributions (made to Equity 
Funds if no other Funds are applicable) and procedures necessary to 
administer payments. In addition to the payments above, each Actor who is 
called, and any Actors replaced for the Recording, shall receive a payment of 
no less than one hundred fifty percent (150%) of applicable Production Contract 
minimum salary as stated in Rule 63(A), SALARIES. Contributions for Equity 
Pension and 401(k) shall be paid on these monies and Equity Dues shall be 
deducted on behalf of the Actors. 
 
(2) Stage Managers employed for the Recording will receive the same terms 
and conditions as the Actors. Stage Managers shall be paid the equivalent of 
the On-Camera Principal Performer rate for each day of Recording. 
Contributions for Equity Pension and 401(k) shall be paid on Stage Managers’ 
salaries in lieu of SAG or AFTRA benefits.” 
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